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ABSTRACT

Theories of Haitian underdevel opnent, and of the causes and
solutions to that underdevel opnment are nany, conplex and often
conpeting. At a very basic |level though, Haitian devel opnent

i nvol ves the mastery of ever changing conditions and requires
continual innovation, adaption and the ability to create and
exploit resources both internal and external to the farm to the
community and to the nation. The capacity to innovate and adapt
is thus essential and is a foundation of sustained econom c and
soci al devel opnent. The purpose of this paper is to consider the



phenonenon of innovation in rural Haiti by exam ning two case
studi es of technical and social innovations for soil conservation

The studies are prefaced with a historical review of indigenous
and donor responses to soil erosion, and a synopsis of theories
concerni ng how i nnovations energe and the factors influencing
that emergence. Special attention is paid to the role of history
and culture, political econony, and social organization in

i nnovation. The studies suggest that the soil conservation

i nnovati ons exam ned can be understood as thrifty and increnental
cultural evolution; that small groups were loci for innovation;
and that know edge shared between scientists and peasants in a
conversational approach positively affects the generation of

i nnovat i ons.

PREFACE

The author is currently conducting research on peasant
cooperation and watershed managenent issues in Haiti. Field
research was carried out during the sunmer of 1990 and al so
during the nonth of Decenber, 1990. The area of Mai ssade, where
the author had previously lived and worked as a techni cal
assistant to the Save the Children Watershed Managenent Project,
has been the site of primary focus. The advice and support of
the Forestry for Sustainable Devel opnent Program and the
Departnent of Anthropology at the University of Mnnesota, Save
the Children Federation/Haiti, and the Inter-Anerican Foundati on
is greatly appreciated. Special thanks are especially due the
peasants of Mi ssade who have patiently taught, entertained and
supported the author since 1986.
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I NNOVATI ON AND DEVELOPMENT | N HAI TI

The extrene environnmental degradation, rural poverty and
political instability of Haiti has becone the stuff of |egend.

To say that it is the "poorest country in the western hem sphere"
is beyond cliche. Put sinply, since the cul m nation of the slave
revolt in 1804, Haiti has gone from "energence to energency", its
popul ati on growth outpacing its ability to innovate and nmanage in
the face of changing conditions (Lowenthal 1989). |In seven short
generations the basic site of donmestic production for a majority
of the rural population has shifted fromflat, fertile plains to
steep, stony slopes. Peasants have not yet mastered this new
environment, and resultant soil erosion figures highly in Haiti's
declining rate of per capita food production estimated at 2% per
year (USAID 1985).

Theories of Haitian underdevel opnent, and of the causes and
solutions to that underdevel opnment are nany, conplex and often
conmpeting. At a very basic |level though, Haitian "devel opnent"
-- however defined -- involves the nastery of ever changing
conditions as per the desire and design of the Haitian people.
This mastery of changing conditions would require continual

i nnovation, adaptation and the ability to create and exploit
resources both internal and external to the farm to the
community and to the nation. The capacity to innovate and adapt
is thus essential, and is the foundati on of what has becone the
new goal of the concerned international community, sustainable
devel oprent .

It is widely recognized that the Haitian State has historically
pl ayed an overwhel mingly predatory role in rural Haiti -- through
taxes and police control -- and has essentially left the peasant
alone to face the vagaries of changi ng environnental and narket
conditions (Trouillot 1990). Were extension services have
reached the peasant they have been supplied by disparate and
uncoordi nated "projects" of various scope and quality,

i mpl emrented by nissionaries, private voluntary organi zati ons, and
occasionally by the State. A review of soil conservation
approaches and techni ques indicates that conventional devel opnent
proj ects whi ch have mi sunderstood or ignored the personal and
social factors influencing Haitian technol ogy have fail ed; and
that projects which use participatory approaches can result in
the sustai ned adoption of soil conservation techniques. Further,
though it is widely recognized that projects which involve
peasant groups in innovation and diffusion can have positive
results, the dynanics of these relationships have not been

t hor oughl y i nvesti gat ed.

The purpose of this investigation is to briefly consider the
phenonenon of innovation in rural Haiti, with special attention
paid to the role of social organization in that innovation. Two



case studi es of technical and social innovations for soi
conservation will be presented, and several conclusions will be
drawn. A brief review of the history of soil erosion; of

i ndi genous and donor responses is presented to provide a
background for the follow ng di scussion.

This paper will exam ne the issues of innovation and soi
conservation fromthe perspectives of these institutions which
are nost directly engaged in the resolution of soil erosion
problens in Haiti: the peasant, the conmunity and the project.

| ssues related to the role of the State, and the nmcro-econom c
and political causes of soil erosion will not be explored in
dept h.

H STORY OF SO L ERCSI ON AND SO L CONSERVATI ON

Legacy of Erosive Agricultural Practices

Substantial soil erosion has been a problemin Haiti since the
col oni al period when nountain forests were cleared for coffee
production, and plantation crops (cotton, indigo, tobacco) were
clean-cul tivated (scrapi ng weeds between plants, and pre-till
field burning). Sone reports state that due to excessive erosion
coffee plantations were difficult to reestablish after the first
generation, and indigo crops were only productive for three years
(Paskett "et al." 1990). After the revolution, the slaves "cunf
peasants conbi ned renenbered horticultural practices of Africa
with I earned agriculture and plantation cultivation nethods of

Haiti. The result was a m xed systemwhere Haitian farners
clean-cultivate agricultural crops, burn crop stubble prior to
tilling, periodically |eave annually cropped parcels fallow for

an extended period, and establish tree gardens around famly
compounds. Wth increasing popul ations, and resulting pressure
on the limted arable lands, the fall ow practice has increasingly
been precluded, tree gardens have dininished in size, and
peasants have steadily noved to | ess desirable nountain |ands for
annual crop culture. Agriculture and clean-cultivation, two
erosive and resistant remants of the colonial period, have been
carried fromthe plains to the nountain slopes by the new
gener ati ons.

I ndi genous Anti-Erosion Innovations

The wi despread annual cropping of hill slopes is a fairly recent
phenonena, it was not until the md twentieth century that
substantial nunbers of farners were faced with new, sl oping
cultivation conditions. Sone peasants have adjusted the

t echni ques devel oped on, and appropriate to the plains in ways
which mainly conserve soil noisture, require |imted anounts of
| abor and non-financial input, and can be inplenented with the
common tools; hoes and nachetes. These techni ques are al so
predom nantly found in ravines and in association with higher



val ued crops ("e.g." rice, bananas, taro). Wth limted
exception, they are not commonly found in extensively managed
gardens planted to cereal crops.

I ndi genous i nnovati ons associated wi th annual cropping which
conserve soil and water include: "zare" (soil and stubble scraped
up into a nound to retain water for rice cultivation); "sakle en
woul 0" (weeds hoed into small nounds al ong the contour at one
pace intervals); "ranp pay" (stubble gathered al ong the contour

and supported with stakes); "dig ravin" (assorted plant and soi
material placed in ravines to retain soil and water for banana,
taro, rice or yamcultivation); "bit" (soil heaped into nmounds

for sweet potato cultivation). These techniques, where practiced
in the traditional nmanner, nmust be reconstructed on an annua
basis, and are frequently inexactly constructed and rel atively
inefficient in controlling soil erosion.

The "trant, a peasant innovation, is the conbination of the "bit"
and a contour seed bed pronpted by a Haitian agrononist. Since
the 1950s when this innovation took place it has becone standard
practice in the vegetabl e producing areas of Furcy. In analyzing
the evolution of the "tram' the anthropol ogist G Mirray

concl uded that peasants were not interested in saving their soi
"per se", but in saving the fertilizer sown for vegetable
production. In essence, "erosion control has occurred as the
secondary result of an innovation whose primary function, from
the peasants viewpoint, is the i medi ate enhancenent of their
cash profits" (Murray 1979:58). This finding is consistent with
the author's finding that the indigenous "dig, woul o, ranp pay,"
and "zare" are constructed to retain noisture for enhanced crop
productivity, not to necessarily to retain soil

Revi ew of Soil Conservation Project Approaches

Conventi onal Approaches

Since the initial developnent aid of the early 1950s, Haiti has
wi t nessed nunerous reforestation, soil conservation and wat ershed
managenent projects, the majority of which, by npbst accounts,
have produced di sappointing results (A D 1990, BREDA 1988, Mirray
1979). Mbst mmj or devel opnment projects have utilized an

"equi perent du territoire" approach which assunes that enhanced
rural welfare will automatically follow investnments in engi neered
environmental rehabilitation. This approach has been
characterized by | arge-scale prescriptions of contiguous |and and
| arge ravine treatnments, nechanical rather than biol ogical
structures, and nonetary and commpdity incentives to attract
peasant adoption (Lilin and Koohafkan 1987). Highly degraded and
steep |l ands have often been the target for intervention. Contour
rock walls, canals, and bench terraces, the internationally
standard techni ques, have been the primary techni ques pronoted by
i nternational donors and professional technicians.

The use of this approach and these techni ques has been criticized
for its orientation to |long-termand downstream environnmenta
benefits rather than short-term and on-site soci o-econonic
benefits; its disregard for indigenous know edge and techni ques,
socio-cultural institutions and land tenure conplexities; for



creating dependencies; for not responding to prinmary peasant
notivations, needs or requests; and for failing to result in the
sust ai ned adopti on and mmi nt enance of the pronoted technol ogi es
(Murray 1979 and Lilin 1986). |In short, because of the

pervasi veness of such projects in rural Haiti, many peasants have
becone accustoned to bei ng approached by alien people intent on
transferring alien technologies for frequently alien reasons. To
a |l arge degree, these technol ogi es have not been adopted or

mai nt ai ned by peasants and have not spread beyond the inmedi ate
proj ect boundari es.

Current Approaches

An "agricultural parcel" approach to soil conservation devel oped
in the early 1980s in response to the weaknesses of the
conventional soil conservation approach stated above and the
recognition that:

1) farnmer renuneration was not necessary for techni que adoption
and even acted agai nst techni que nmai ntenance and di ffusi on;

2) a number of indigenous techni ques existed which could be
i mproved, and;

3) peasants have a natural incentive to conserve soil in order to
i ncrease agricultural production

Thi s new approach takes a farner rather than an engi neering
perspective of soil erosion and as prinmarily an "upstreant
agricultural problemrather than a "downstreant sedinmentation
problem Projects adopting this approach target individual
parcels and do not disbhurse external incentives to encourage
adoption. Increased agricultural production via retai ned

noi sture and soil is the primary incentive for farmer adoption of
soi |l conservation techniques. Due to the success of projects
utilizing the "agricultural parcel" approach in achieving
sust ai ned adoption: consensus anong technicians is currently
energing in which the "agricultural parcel" approach should be
used when targeting private |l ands, and the conventi onal

"equi perent du territoire" approach be subsequently enployed to
treat the "public" ravines. This basic strategy has been
reconmended by STABV. Renuneration would be used only in cases
of collective effort for collective good (such as the treatnent
of public courses or public roads).

Current Extensi on Mddes

In addition to overall project approaches, inplenentors choose
di fferent extension nodes and nethods to pronote soil
conservation techniques. Put generally, current extension nodes
can be separated into three broadly defined categories (adapted
from Murray 1990):

1) A comandante node in which adoption occurs because of either
project authority or project disbursed wages (Miurray 1990). This
node is usually associated with joint GOH international donor
projects which use the "equipenment du territoire" approach. This
"peasant persuasion" node can result in rapid construction of
treatnents but can al so jeopardi ze | ong-term devel opnent



obj ectives. Wen used for installation of hillside treatnents it
has not generally resulted in maintained structures, sustained
soi|l conservation or crop production increases. Ravine
treatments constructed with this nbde have however received a

hi gher degree of vol unteer naintenance.

2) A technique by task node in which an agricultural extension
type network organi zed by specific extension tasks is used solely
to pronmote project selected techniques. The Pan American

Devel opnment Foundati on (PADF) agroforestry hedgerow canpai gn

whi ch since 1988 has paid extension agents for each neter of
structures established on private land is an exanple of this
approach. This approach is based on project-peasant

conversation, is generally adninistratively efficient and has
resulted in a large nunber of treated parcels.

3) Aintegrated and participatory pronotion node in which soi
conservation techni ques are devel oped and extended al ong with
other agricultural systeminterventions. Techniques are
frequently based in indigenous practices and are refined and
pronoted with the participation of local farnmers. Projects
enpl oyi ng this node usually focus on select conmunities and use
peasant groups as vehicles for technique diffusion. The MCC s
Boi s de Law ence project and SCF' s Mai ssade project are exanpl es
of this approach. Project experience has shown that investnent
i n peasant organization can permt the voluntary treatnent of
common soil conservation problens such as "public" ravines.

As soil erosion problens are i nmense and diverse in Haiti, each
of these nodes used appropriately can and has nade a contribution
to soil conservation and enhanced rural welfare. The differences
bet ween t he nodes are fundamental and choice between them woul d
be based on i npl enentor objectives, |evel and duration of
funding. Projects enploying the comandant e node cal cul ate that
the cost of paying upstreamfarners is worth the protection of
downstream i nvestnments. Those enpl oying the pronotion by task
node aimto enhance the wel fare of individual farnmers, and those
enpl oying the integrated and participatory pronotion node cast
their net further and aimto increase |local capacity to respond
resiliently to changing conditions. Soil conservation is
incident to this process.

Revi ew of Techni ques Pronoted by Soil Conservation Projects

Summary of Experience

Conventional Techni ques. Various soil conservation techni ques
have been pronoted in Haiti with varying degrees of success.
Early projects primarily prescribed nmechanical, internationally
standard techniques ("e.g." bench terraces, contour rock walls,
contour canals, and rock checkdans). Generally efficient in
terms of soil retention, these techni ques are |abor intensive,
alien to the Haitian agricultural system and have not been
adopt ed unl ess wages were paid as incentive. In the case of
bench terraces and contour canals, infertile subsoil is brought
to the surface during construction resulting in crop production
declines. Bench terraces have not been nmintai ned except in the
hi gh-val ued crop area south of Port-au-Prince. Contour rock



wal I s have had a simlar history, many kil oneters have been
constructed on infertile lands in food for work projects, and
nmai nt enance has been extrenely limted. Checkdans have been
mai ntained to a greater degree as evidenced in the existence of
checkdanms built by FAQ MARNDR projects in Aux Cayes and Li nbe
during the 1970s.

Veget ative Techni ques. Vegetative hill and ravine treatnents
began to be pronoted by a majority of projects during the 1980s.

These include "Leucaena" and el ephant grass hedges, "ranmp pay"
(contour trash barriers covered with soil), and wattling
("kleonaj") in ravines. These techniques are sonetinmes used in
conmbi nation. These require |low |l abor inputs, and can result in
short-term net financial gain to the adopter. They have been
pronot ed throughout Haiti w thout wage or food incentives and
have been wi dely adopted. These techniques are generally |ess
efficient than nechanical structures in terns of soil retention
but can be altered or conbined to neet specific |andowner site
condi ti ons and managenent objectives to a greater degree.

Cont our vegetative hedges of |enbn grass and vetiver were al so
pronoted during the 1970s. Like the nmechani cal techniques of the
peri od, these techniques were also widely rejected. This
rejection could be due to several factors: an adverse reaction
to the manner in which they were pronoted; or because they did
not yield an adequate short-term econonic return

Factors Affecting the Adoption of Soil Conservation |nnovations

G ven the soil conservation innovation is deemed worthy and
desirable by the farner, several primary contextual conditions
appear to inpact farner decision on whether or not to adopt a new
soi|l conservation technique on a certain parcel of |and (adapted
fromPierre-Jean 1991):

1) level of land security felt by the farmer [note 1];

2) productive and econoni c val ue of the soil (inpacted by
di stance to narkets);

3) capacity of the farmer to invest time and | abor for |earning
the technique and then for installing it, and;

4) natural willingness of farnmer to take risks and adopt
i nnovati ons.

DEFI NI TI ONS AND THEORI ES OF | NNOVATI ON

What is an I nnovation and Why Does One Happen?

A review of the literature on innovation and diffusion reveals
several distinct schools of thought as to just what an innovation
is and why one night happen. The "school" which has been nost



influential in North-American and North-Anerican influenced

devel oprment projects is led by Everett Rogers. He defines

i nnovation as "an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as
new by an individual or other unit of adoption" (Rogers 1983:11).

This school views innovation and diffusion as distinct processes,
takes the need for the innovation as given, treats technol ogy as
a free-standi ng object independent and devoid of cultural

nmeani ng, and views problens of diffusion as ones of communi cation
and persuasion. To E. Rogers, innovations are singular

i nventions that are adopted via a process of protagonistic
"marketing". At issue is the potential adopters behavior ("i.e.
attitudes and personality) -- rather than their ability to adopt,
and the ability of the agent pronoting the innovation to persuade
the potential adopter.

In contrast to the Rogers school, H Barnett (1953), B. Agarwal
and ot hers have argued that innovation and diffusion are not
separate processes -- that innovation is essentially the first
step in the diffusion process -- and that potential adopters
deci si ons concerni ng adoption is based on rationality rather than
persuasi on (Agarwal 1983). |In this school, innovations are ideas
or technol ogi es which are continually adapted as they are

adopt ed, and represent sequential socio-cultural change.

H Barnett, an early proponent of this school, stated that "Wen
an innovation takes place, there is an intimate |inkage or fusion
of two or nore elenents that not have been previously joined in
just this fashion, so that the result is a qualitatively distinct
whol e" (Barnett 1953:181). J. Schunpeter's sinple definition,
that innovations are "the carrying out of new conbi nations"
(1971:47) also fits this contrasting school of thought.

Economi sts have focused on the econonic factors "inducing"

i nnovation, and have taken a market rather than personal
perspective. Ruttan and Hayam (1984), utilize a functionalist,
neo-cl assi cal argunment that innovation results fromthe
endogenous scarcity of sone conponent of production. Thus, using
this argunent for exanple, the tractor was adopted in the United
States in response to increasing | abor costs. This is
essentially the "scarcity is the nother of all invention" school

The neo-cl assical school has been criticized by another group of
econom sts that enphasize the inportance of exogenous, structura
factors (history, international narkets, politics and
institutions) in "inducing" innovation ("e.g." A de Janvry
1985) .

The discipline of anthropology is also divided on the subject.
Again, in general terms, the division is |argely between those
who consider hunans to be pragnatists with innovations a function
of their rational objectives and characterized by the materials
at hand, and those who consi der humans meani ng- and synbol - naki ng
beings with innovations a function of their subjectively defined
beliefs. Fromthe latter perspective, innovation is culturally
defined and stimulated, and thus innovation is essentially an
overt act of cultural creation. Regardless of which of the two
argunments one supports, anthropology inforns us that for reasons
related to either material or belief systens, each and every
culture is necessarily and fundanentally different. Anthropol ogy



thus offers at | east one clear contribution to the debate on

i nnovati on: an innovation which can be considered "rational" in
one socio-cultural environment would not necessarily be
consi dered "rational" in another.

Two ant hropol ogi sts, H Barnett and S. Gudeman, offer argunents
that bridge this gap between the "induced" argunent of the
econom sts and the "culturalist" argunents of sone

ant hr opol ogi sts. Barnett maintained that the incentives to

i nnovate can be described as: self-wants (including credit wants
and sublimnal wants); dependent wants (including convergent, and
conpensatory wants); or a voluntary desire for change (Barnett
1953). At the personal level, the "induced" innovation nodel of
Ruttan and Hayami would fit within Barnett's nodel

Accepting the Barnett's and Schunpeter's definition of innovation
-- as that of nmaking new conbinations of fanmiliar things --

S. Qudeman proposes that people create new things for use, and

si mul taneously create culture (Gudenan 1991). A discarded food
bow used for a chinmey cap is thus both an innovation with
practical use value and a cultural creation. This proposal is
both a refinement and extension of the Barnett nodel.

Beyond econom ¢ and cultural rationales, there are of course
"personal " notivations for innovation. By using the term "wants"
rat her than "needs", Barnett clearly asserts the uniquely
personal nature of innovation incentives. Schunpeter notes that
these notivations vary from"spiritual anmbition...nere
snobbery...will to conquer...to prove oneself...to succeed for
success itself...[and] finally there is the joy of creating, of
getting things done or of sinply exercising one's energy and

i ngenuity."(Schunpeter 1971:69). Gudenan (1991) reninds us that
the innovator can be notivated nore by pride and excitenment than
by potential econom c gain.

How Does an | nnovati on Happen?

We have previously discussed various theories concerning what an
innovation is and why it mght occur. How does it actually take
pl ace? Conventional Anerican literature and the popul ar American
belief hold that innovations are largely the product of
suprai ndi vi dual inventors who have great intellects, insight, and
an eagerness to take risks. These independent innovators are

al so the entrepreneurs whose gall, brilliance and drive for
profit make the market econony function.

Barnett (1953), Kash (1989) and others have proposed that the
"American, independent innovator" is largely the stuff of nyth

-- or was only partially true in an earlier period -- and though
often responsible for fornulating new ideas, they are not, unto

t hensel ves, responsible for innovations. H Barnett also

enphasi zed that innovations initially and primarily take place on
a nmental plane where divergent ideas converge.

Barnett proposed that the breadth and depth of ideas increase the
frequency of innovations and that social, cultural or natural
barriers to the exchange of ideas necessarily limt their mxing
and renodeling. Simlarly, Barnett found that the coll aboration
of effort positively influenced innovation. Goup interaction



i ncreases the possibility that a new idea will devel op, not only
because of the sinultaneous and cooperative exploration, but
because the interactions are nutually stinmulating (Barnett

1953: 42-43).

According to Kash, innovations are actually the product of

organi zations which integrate different know edge and skills held
by different individuals. This is not to dismiss the inportance
of the original idea, or of brilliant individuals. It is to
state that brilliant ideas are initially just reconbinations of
old ideas, and that they are actually refornul ated, adapted and
processed by "nornal" nmen who in the process create the

i nnovation. Kash's theory that organi zati ons sequentially create
innovations is sinilar to that held by the innovation school
represented by Agarwal: that innovation, adaptation and
diffusion is a single process involving multiple individuals.

The term"brainstormng"” illustrates Barnett's and Kash's
proposition. Fromthis perspective, groups or societies which
are successful innovators are those in which individuals are
organi zed in ways which stinulate the generation, interchange,
testing and adoption of ideas. In essence, "the collective
capacity to innovate becones sonething nore than the sinple sum
of its parts." (Reich in Kash 1989:53). Thus in nodern western
society at least, the secret to innovative capacity is propitious
soci al organi zati on.

Sunmmary: A Proposed Theory of Innovation in Rural Haiti

The author will adopt the Barnett and Schunpeter definition of

i nnovation and anmend it with contributions of Agarwal, Gudenan
and Kash: that innovations are essentially new conbi nati ons of
famliar ideas (or "things") or a new use of an old idea; that
this innovation is first "induced" by notivations which can be
descri bed as sel f- and dependent wants, and then "forned" by
culture, market prices, resource endownents, and social

organi zation. More specifically, innovation is the first step in
the diffusion process and group dynam cs positively affects the
creation of the innovation itself, and then its diffusion. The
second step in the process, the "formation" of the innovation is
directly dependent upon State "permni ssion" of the individual
freedom and soci al collaboration which facilitate the interchange
of ideas. This theory inplies that at |east three major factors
woul d influence innovation and diffusion: 1) the history and
culture of a people; 2) the political and econonic context

wi thin which they operate and; 3) the organizational framework

wi thin which they think, discuss and work [note 2]. These
factors influencing innovation will be reviewed in relation to
Haiti before anal yzing the case studies.

FACTORS | NFLUENCI NG | NNOVATI ON | N RURAL HAI TI

Hi story and Culture



Haiti is itself a historical and cultural innovation.

"Di scovered" by Christopher Colunbus in 1492 and col oni zed by
France, approxi mately 800,000 African slaves were inported by the
|ate 1800s (M ntz 1974a). The forced and long-term proximty of
African slave and French master, and their necessary

i nt erdependence fostered a new, hybrid culture. This hybrid,
"creole" culture consisted of a new | anguage (Haitian Creole),
religion (voodun-Catholicisnm, foods, behaviors and people (Afro-
Cari bbean). Upon the successful overthrow of the French

coloni zers in 1804, the ex-slaves established i ndependent

honest eads on what was previously plantation lands. Mntz
(1974a) has ternmed this new agricultural class a "reconstituted"
peasantry as they conbined practices, crops and traditions from
both their African ancestry and European heritage.

Expressions of cultural innovation are also found in rural craft
and art. Traditional and nmodern Haitian rusic conbines African
drum beats, French, English and Spanish Iyrics, Latin and North
American rhythns. Inventive village blacksniths have becone iron
scul ptors when they forged artwork fromscraps of iron and stee
druns. Haitian iron scul pture has beconme an internationally
recogni zed art form One only needs to stroll through the "bric
a brac" section of Port-au-Prince's Marche Sal onon to be startled
and then convinced of |ower-class Haitian capacity to conbi ne
previously discarded itens, find new uses for old articles,

invent new itenms and then artfully market these constructs.

Al'so relevant to this discussion are Haitian notions of
responsibility and causality. One of the nobst evident cultural
attributes to outsiders is Haitian "superstition" and rel ated
expl anati ons of cause and effect. For exanple, a person is
rarely if ever sick because of a physical affliction. |Illnesses
are usually the result of a spiritual spell cast by a mal evol ent

i ndi vidual, for the purpose of causing harm Another brief but
conmpel ling indication of Haitian notions of responsibility is
found in the foll owi ng popul ar proverb: "se pa neg ki voye woch
ki te twe kulev-la, se neg ki te we'l." Literally translated; it
is not the person who threw the rock who killed the snake, it is
the person who first saw the snake who killed it. This proverb
at least indicates that at |east sone Haitians give credit to

i ndi vidual s who see a problemand initiate solutions rather than
to those who concl usively solve problens. This proverb al so
interestingly insinuates that at |least two people are required to
solve a problem one who identifies it and another who deals with
it.

Popul ar proverbs reinforce the notions that interdependence is a
fact of life which has both positive and negative aspects, and
that cooperation is at |east necessary and perhaps even a soci al

ideal. A common proverb in rural Haiti is: "zanm pre se kouto
de bo; zannmi loin se lajan sere." Literally translated this
nmeans, "Nearby friends are doubl e edged knives; distant friends
are noney saved." Another frequently heard proverb in rura
Haiti is: "yon sel dwet pa ka manje kalalou". Literally

translated this nmeans, "Ckra can not be eaten with only one
finger."

The term "voodoo" is renown anong acadeni ¢ and popul ar circles
and often conjures up stereotypical notions of dolls riddled with



pins, violent sorcery, and gl assy-eyed zonbies. |In fact, the
term "voodoo" refers to a dance not a religion in Haiti, and such
lurid notions -- though enpirically based -- are relatively rare
in occurrence. The many investigators of Haitian religion (e.qg.
Met raux 1972; Herskovits 1971; Mntz 1974b; Mirray 1980 and;
Smucker 1983) have essentially agreed that it is a folk-cult

i nvolving belief in a pantheon of spirits and is syncretistic

-- integrating various forms of West African aninism ancestor
worship, nagic and Catholicism Rituals, which conbine anim
sacrifice, individual possession, drunm ng, dancing and singing,
are perforned to interact with the spirits who are both
anbi val ent and capri ci ous (Snmucker 1983). Authors also generally
agree that an individuals relationship with spirits is nanaged
through ritual and that these rel ationships "are fundanmental |y
reci procal and transactional" (Snmucker 1983:140). Service

-- spiritual appeasenent through the offering of material goods
-- is rewarded with protection, health, and sonetines wealth.

And in general, the greater the service, the greater the reward.

The effects of such a belief systemon Haitian social behavior
and i ndividual psyche are of course many, diverse and the subject
of intellectual debate for nmany years. A conmon point of viewis
that the potential for inter-personal mal evolence and the fear of
retribution keep believers independent, careful and fearful; and
provide strong incentive for conflict avoi dance and soci al
cohesi on (Srmucker 1990).

Political Econony

Anot her key remmant of French col onialismwas the energence of
the nulatto "affranchi” class. Born to French nasters and their
sl ave mistresses, the economc and political power of this class
was enhanced after the revolution. |n nany ways, the revol ution
did not so nmuch change the distribution of wealth as it
transferred ownership of power fromthe French colonialists to
the indigenous elite.

Since the revolution, agriculture has renmained the nation's
essential productive activity, and returns fromagricultura
exports renained the primary source of federal wealth (Trouill ot
1990). For exanple coffee, which is still grown by a substanti al
proportion of peasants, makes up roughly 50% of current export

val ue, and governnent incone (Farmer 1988). To this day Haitian
peasants mmi ntain three nodes of production; cash cropping for

| ocal markets, cash cropping for export markets and subsi stence
(Mntz 1974a). The marketing and price levels of the export cash
crops (chiefly coffee) was not controlled by peasant producers,
but by the oligopolistic nerchant bourgeoisie, their

internmedi aries ("specul ateurs"), and the international narket
(Dupuy 1989). The above discussion illustrates that: 1) peasant
production is enbedded in the donmestic and international narket
econom es; 2) these markets are controlled or manipul ated by the
merchant elite or governnment forces; and 3) these forces have a
substantial inpact on peasant deci sion concerning what, when and
how t hey produce.

The correl ati on between class and i nnovation also nmerits



anal ysis. As stated in the previous section, the poor are often
"bricoleurs" induced to i nnovate because of econom ¢ shortages.
The upper class on the other hand, has historically had a hold on
the econony and is not econom cally induced to innovate because
they respond to guaranteed "rents" not uncertain "profits" (de
Young 1958). This theory is supported with evidence that the
upper class in Haiti has historically invested in traditional,

|l owrisk ventures such as | and, hones, and nonopolistic marketing
ventures, and has avoi ded risky new ventures.

Hi storically, Haitian peasants have never had institutional forns
of political nediation (Snucker 1986). The traditional nmeans of
peasant "nedi ation" of political interests was the peasant

revolt, the first of which took place in 1840. This |arge scale
revolt was against |ow agricultural prices, nerchant tyranny and
insufficient land availability (Mral 1978). Agrarian revolts
continued periodically to topple national governnents until the
Ameri can occupation beginning in 1919. By destroying rebel bands
and constructing a strong, centralized mlitary force, the Marine
occupational forces effectively elimnated the traditional neans
of expressing peasant political discontent.

Rural Social Organization

In rural Haiti the basic unit of living, production and social
life is the house (Metraux 1952). The "l akou" (conpound) is the
basic residential unit wi thin which both nuclear and extended
famlies are included. Male and fenmale roles are conpl enentary.

Mal es are largely responsible for on-farmagricultura

production. Fenales nmarket famly farm products but are usually
primarily engaged in other comrercial activities. Househol d
resources and returns are normally pool ed, and farmreturns

rat her than comercial efforts are usually the greatest source of
i ncone (Murray 1980).

"In terms of social organization, rural Haitians are first and
forenmost nenbers of the bilateral kin groups through which they
receive their first access to land. But in addition, nost
Haitian farmers at one tine or another in their lives
traditionally beconme voluntary nmenbers of groups of six or seven
i ndi vi dual s whose basi c purpose in association is the exchange of
| abor." (Murray 1990: 31).

Besi des organi zing for agricultural purposes, peasants organize
thensel ves in religious, school, neighborhood, or livelihood
rel ated groups.

Nei t her the western concept of "conmmunity," nor the African
concept of "clan," apply adequately to rural Haiti where the

| andscape is very nmuch one of independent and scattered "l akou"
(Smucker 1986). Rural towns have largely evolved from narket

pl aces, and a sense of local solidarity is not strong. The
peasantry, conposed of famlies with widely varying access to
weal th and productive assets, is not a honbgeneous cl ass.

Jeal ousi es and di sputes are comon. Levels of social solidarity,
norality, confidence and trust would normally be strongest at the
| evel of kin, and then subsequently (and approximtely) at the



| evel s of fictive kin ("i.e." god-parents), |abor exchange group
| ocal religious group, and then perhaps locality. It is within
the context of these trusted social groups that peasants discuss,
debate, and formul ate responses to the changi ng conditions of
life.

Hui zer (1970) has noted the negative inpact of political
repression and terror on peasant cooperation, trust and peasant
organi zation. The Duvalier dictatorship of alnbst 30 years
certainly neet Huizer's criteria for political repression and
terror. The regul ar assassination of opponents, predation on
communi ty organi zati ons which did not explicitly espouse
Duval i erist tenets, and the generalized and strong i nfusion of
fear and distrust, all but elininated | eadership and

organi zational skills fromthe country. This repression and its
attendant inpoverishnent also effectively attacked the very
social fabric which is conducive to innovation and technol ogy
devel opnent.

This brief synopsis of Haitian history and culture, political
econony and soci al organi zation suggests that: 1) peasants have a
hi storical and cultural foundation for great innovative capacity;

2) donestic and | abor groupings are strong loci for innovation
and di ffusion; and 3) peasants nust operate -- and innovate
-- within powerful political and econom c constraints.

THE " RAMP PAY"/ AGROFORESTRY HEDGEROW TECHNI CAL | NNOVATI ON

Backgr ound

In early 1986 Save the Children Federation initiated a pil ot

i nt egrated wat ershed nanagenent project in Miissade, Haiti.

Proj ect planners conbined two new, apparently successful

ext ensi on approaches: 1) the nobilization of "groupman" (small
farmer groups); and 2) the pronotion of agroforestry as an
econom cal |y beneficial production alternative. Maissade was
chosen for its high rates of soil erosion and | ack of other

servi ce-provi di ng organi zati ons. The predom nant cropping system
inthe area is a corn and sorghumintercrop. Field beans are

cul tivated extensively at higher elevations and yans, plantains,
taro, and rice are planted in the nore noisture rich sites. Hoes
are used for cultivation and few agricultural inputs are used.

During the first year the project focussed on peasant

organi zation activities, assisting farmer groups in the
identification of |ocal problens, solutions and strategies to
achieve the desired results. During this period project staff
al so studied | ocal farm ng techni ques and systens, social and
mar keti ng networks, and the status of |ocal perceptions and
priorities concerning natural resources. It was during this
process that the staff identified the indigenous, soi
conserving, trash barrier ("ranp pay") as a technique with



prom sing characteristics. It should be noted that at the tine,
contour canals, rock walls and checkdans were considered to be
the soil conservation techni ques of choice by technical

assi stants.

The | ndi genous Techni que

"Ranp pay" literally translated neans "straw barrier". Inits
nost typical form (Figure 1), it is a rough assenbl age of crop
residue ("e.g." corn and sorghum stal ks) which is placed

hori zontal |y al ong steep sl opes (nobst conmonly al ong ravi ne
sidewal | s). The "ranp" m ght average 30 centineters in both

wi dth and height. Woden stakes are driven into the ground on
the downhill side to support the structure. Because the
structure is conposed of decaying vegetative material, it nust be
rebuilt annually. Project investigation indicates that with
materials at hand a farner can construct one linear neter of the
structure in approximately 4 mnutes (SCF 1988). The function of
the "ranp" is to retain soil noisture and is constructed in
association with the nore highly valued and noi sture denmandi ng
crops. Though few farmers actually practiced the technique in
1986, the term"ranp pay" was well known and understood by | ocal
farmers.

Some said that the technique was nore widely practiced by ol der
generations, though no explanation as to why was given. A
simlar indigenous technique termed "zare" is commonly
constructed in | owsloping ravines as rice paddy dikes. The
"zare" is constructed with weeds and stubble scraped up during
the |l and preparation phase.

The | nnovati on

Anmong ot her topics, the project encouraged peasant groups to
identify major agricultural problens and identify probable
causes. Project extension agents (who were locally hired and
trained) would facilitate debate by asking the groups "why"
identified problens were indeed problens. This non-directive
approach stinul ated open project-peasant conversation, and
"groupman" ownership of the debate, the process and the results.

Soil erosion and its negative affect on agricultural yields were
wi dely recogni zed as a major problemin the M ssade area and

i ndeed a fundanental contributor to increasing inpoverishnent.
The del eterious inpacts of the traditional burning of crop
residue was also identified. Oher problens recognized were the
seasonal |y i nadequate supply of fodder for |ivestock. Aninal
husbandry is an essential conponent of donestic production and
forage scarcity during the annual four nonth dry season is a

nmaj or constraint.

Through the group network, extension agents proposed (sonetines
inmplicitly and sonetines explicitly) extensive use of the "ranp
pay" as a solution to the related probl ens of erosion and

declining yields. The argunent was essentially: that "ranp pay"



could be used on agricultural fields to increase agricultural

yi el ds; that crop stubble could be used for the construction of
"ranp pay" rather than burned; and that the effectiveness of the
"ranmp" would be inproved if an A-frame |level was used to
determ ne the contour and appropriate placenment of the "ranp."
The "ranp pay" were constructed as traditionally, during the
field preparation period at the end of the dry season. The
A-frame level could be easily constructed with readily avail abl e
materials. Another technique, ternmed "nmet bra" (literally, "arm
rul e") was used to determnine appropriate spacing between "ranp
pay" al ong the sl ope.

Field tests and training sessions concerning these techniques
were conducted in 1987 with early adopters, just prior to the
onset of the agricultural season. Ext ensi on agents pronoted
farmer experinentation of the techniques, maintained cl ose

di al ogue with the early adopters concerning results, and
encouraged their sharing of the new know edge generated. The
techni que was not rigidly defined by the project, agents insisted
only on the placenment of the structure along the contour.

Figure 1. The "Ranp Pay"/ Hedgerow Techni que and the Fornati on of
a Progressive Terrace

Design by Frantz Ewal d, 1989.

The hedgerow, another adaptation to the "ranp pay," was proposed
to farmers in order to increase |local fodder production, and to
transformthe "ranp pay" into a perennial rather than tenporary
structure. Hedgerow establishment required planting live
vegetation (Il egum nous tree or grass species) in front of the
"ranp" (downhill side, see Figure 1.). The purpose of the
hedgerow is three-fold: 1) to support the structure and thus
protect the accunul ated sedi ment and noisture; 2) to reduce |abor
i nvestnents by avoi ding the annual reconstruction of the "ranmp"
after decay and; 3) to provide |livestock forage material during
the dry season. Legum nous species' nitrogen fixing capability
have the potential of inproving soil fertility.

Techni que | npacts

Peasants qui ckly recognize the effect of the "ranp pay" after the
fall of the first seasonal rains. Sedinent accunul ates on top of
the "ranp" and continues to build during the rainy season. The
retention of sedinent 50 centineters in height over the course of
a season are not unconmon. To farners, this sedinent is an
unnitigated indication of increased crop yields. Project studies
of corn and sorghumyields on treated plots were 51 and 28%
greater respectively than on untreated plots in 1988 and 22 and
32% greater in 1989 (SCF 1990). These agricultural yield

i ncreases are due to increased noisture availability and soi
friability on the enriched microsite on the uphill side of the
structure. Wth the installation of this technique a bench
terrace is progressively forned. There is no evidence to date
that the addition of the hedgerow to the "ranp pay" directly

i ncreases yields. Were hedgerows are installed, and are nmature



enough to harvest, the |opped material is conmonly used for
|l ivestock fodder rather than on-site green manure. Anot her
significant result of technique adoption is the subsequent
cessation of the traditional practice of post-harvest field
bur ni ng.

Patterns of Technique Diffusion and Adaptation

Di f f usi on

Adoption of the "ranp pay" was linmited in the first year of
technical activity (20280 linear nmeters installed by 153
participants, see Table 1.). The project neasured the structures
that were installed in agricultural plots with the A-franme |evel

The technique diffused rapidly in the second year when 91, 866
linear nmeters were adopted. Project technicians estinated that
approxi mately 50,000 linear nmeters were installed wi thout the
A-frame level in addition to anpbunt neasured (SCF 1988). It
shoul d be noted that no nonetary or commodity incentives were
used by the project to pronpote adoption. The technique was
adopt ed by individual farners -- nost of them "groupman" nenbers
-- and installed on their own privately held parcels. The

proj ect ceased nonitoring "ranp pay" adoption rates after the
second year as the techni gue was spreadi ng rapidly and nonitoring
cost was exorbitant.

The hedgerow (agroforestry adaptation of the "ranp pay") was
adopted at a slower rate -- 4160 linear neters the first year and
6568 t he second. Adoption increased dramatically in the third
year and reached 43,167 linear nmeters in the fourth. The "ranp
pay" and hedgerow were usual ly adopted separately. Most
participating farners adopted the "ranp pay" first, analyzed

i mpacts and then deci ded whether to install the hedgerow

adaptation later -- perhaps that very season, but usually the
year followi ng. The "ranp pay"/hedgerow conbi nati on was thus
usual Iy adopted sequentially -- each farner acquiring the

different options at the specific pace of their understandi ng and
appreci ation of the techniques.

How Techni ques Are | npl enmented and Reasons G ven for Not Adopting

A formal survey of "groupman" nenbers conducted in Septenber 1990
found that of the menbers who had adopted "ranp pay" or hedgerow
techni ques, an average of 32% i npl enment them as individuals, 49%
i mpl emrent themwith the assistance of their "asosye" group, and
19% i npl ement themwith one other farmer (Annex, Table 1). 39%
of "groupman" nenbers sanpl ed who do not adopt the pronoted
techniques cited a lack of tinme as the reason why they do not
adopt; 21%stated that they do not own land; 17% stated that
they do not have | and appropriate for the techni ques pronoted;
and 10% or | ess responded that they either do not know how to

i mpl ement techniques, hire all agricultural |abor, or gave sone
ot her reason not |listed on the questionnaire.



Peasant Adaptations to the "Ranp Pay" |nnovation

Peasant adopters have contributed notabl e adaptations to both the
"ranp pay" and the "ranp pay"/hedgerow. Fromthe initial stages
of techni que devel opnent, peasants voiced concern over the
potential for increased rat infestation fromthe creation of what
were seen as ideal nesting sites in the "ranp pay." Though this
never proved to be a problem the project introduced an
adaptation of covering the crop stubble with dirt froma shall ow
trench dug on the uphill side of the structure. |In addition to
filling air pockets of the structure with soil and thus reducing
rat habitat, this adaptation increased the useful ness of the
structure by increasing surface water infiltration.

Table 1. Adoption Rates of "Ranp Pay" and Hedgerow Techni ques
[ note a]

Year "Ranmp Pay"
Quantity Installed Adopti ng Landowners
(l'i near neters)
1986 0 0
1987 20, 280 153
1988 91, 866 220
1989 (no record) (no record)
1990 (no record) (no record)

a. adapted from SCF 1988 and SCF 1990

Year Hedger ow
Quantity Installed Adopti ng Landowners
(l'inear neters)

1986 0 0

1987 4, 160 81

1988 6, 568 143

1989 25, 000 (approxi mate) (no record)

1990 43, 167 479

a. adapted from SCF 1988 and SCF 1990

I nnovative farmers have al so made significant changes to the
hedgerow. Sone farners have used | ocal species for the live
barrier instead of the | egum nous tree and grass species. Qhers
have varied the density of seeds planted upon soi

characteristics and managenent objective. One farner recently

pl anted perennial cotton plants in a hedgerow configuration.
Though initially questioned by project technicians as cotton is a
known soil nutrient depleter, this adaptation has gai ned project
support as cotton achi eves the principal hedgerow function of

sedi nent support, and provi des substantial econonic benefits.

O her farnmers have experinented with different hedgerow | oppi ng
hei ghts, and di fferent nanagenent schenes. For exanple, a nunber
of farmers | eave several |egunm nous stenms in the hedgerow to
produce seed and in this nmanner they elininate dependence upon
the project for hedgerow seed. QOhers select the stenms with the
best form |eave themfor pol ewood and harvest the rest of the
hedger ow for forage.



Associ ati ons Between G oup Menbership, Labor Acquisition and
Techni que Adopti on

A formal survey was conducted to | earn of the relationships

bet ween "groupman" nenbership, type of |abor acquisition and
techni que adoption. The survey was prepared in questionnaire
form and conducted by seven animators in their entire work zone
(averagi ng 2000 hectares). The majority of the survey was
conmpl eted by the animators thenselves with information fromtheir
wor k- not es; additional information was obtai ned via infornal
encounters with randomy chosen peasants. The results of this
survey are presented in Table 2 of the Annex. The data was
anal yzed using both Chi square and | og-linear analysis. A
description of the results and the neaning of those results
foll ow.

Chi Square Anal ysis

The hypothesis that all categories of farners: technique adopting
"groupman" nenbers, non- adopting "groupman" menbers, non-
"groupman" adopters, and non-"groupman" non-adopters acquire

| abor for major agricultural tasks in the same nanner was
rejected at the .05 significance |evel.

Simlarly, the hypothesis that adopting and non-adopti ng
"groupman" nenbers acquire |abor in the sane manner was al so

rejected at the .05 level. These tests indicate that there is
sonme correlation between the manner in which farnmers acquire
| abor and techni que adoption. "G oupman" nenbers who have

adopt ed techni ques exhibit a greater tendency to participate in
group | abor exchanges ("asosye") than "groupnan" nenbers who are
non- adopters (approxi nately 43% of adopters cooperate in "asosye"
whil e 34% of non-adopters cooperate in "asosye"). Non-adopting
"groupman" nenbers have a greater tendency to exchange | abor with
one ot her individual than do adopting nmenbers (38% and 18%
respectively). Both adopting and non-adopting nenbers exhibit a
| ow tendency to hire day | abor for the execution of nmajor
agricultural tasks (approxinmately 99%.

The hypot hesi s that adopti ng non-"groupnan," and non-adopting
non-"groupnman" acquire |abor in the sane manner was accepted at
the .05 significance |evel. When cat egories are | unped

toget her, adopters exhibit a slightly greater tendency to
cooperate on tasks (either in groups or in pairs) than non-
adopters, and al so have a |l ower tendency to hire | abor. Non-
"groupnman" farners have a greater tendency to work their | and

i ndividually than do "groupnman" farmers (36% and 24%
respectively). Non-"groupman" farners al so have a | ower tendency
to cooperate in "asosye" groups (16% conpared to 39%. The
percentage of farnmers who exchange | abor with one other

i ndividual is approxinmately the sane (28% in both "groupman" and
non-"groupnman" cat egori es.

Log- | i near Model s
Log-linear analysis was used to determ ne the degree of

i nteraction between the "groupman" menbership, |abor type and
techni que adoption variables. As indicated in Annex 1 Table 2,



ni ne nodel s were tested for goodness of fit. The nodel which
assuned that techni que adopti on was i ndependent of "groupnman"
nmenber ship and | abor type was the strongest nodel. The nodel

whi ch assunmed adoption and "groupman" independence conditional
upon | abor type was the second strongest nodel. The third
strongest nodel was one which assunmed adoption i ndependence with
| abor conditional upon "groupman" nenbership. No other nodel
resulted in significant interaction. Odds ratios were cal cul ated
fromthe u-terns of the best fitting nodel and the foll ow ng
concl usi ons can be drawn:

1) non-"groupman" farners are 3.5 tines nore likely than
"groupman" farners to work as individuals rather than in groups;

2) non-"groupman" farmers are 1.4 tinmes nore likely than
"groupnman" farnmers to work as individuals rather than in pairs;

3) non-"groupman" farmers are 2.7 tinmes nore likely than
"groupman" farnmers to work as individuals rather than hire | abor;

4) "grouprman" farmers are 2.4 tinmes nore likely than non-
"groupnman" farnmers to work in groups rather than in pairs;

5) "grouprman" farmers are 3.2 tinmes nore likely than non-
"groupman" farnmers to work in groups rather than hire | abor

6) "grouprman" farmers are 2.1 tinmes nore likely than non-
"groupman" farnmers to work in pairs rather than in hire | abor

Survey Concl usi ons

As if it needs to be said, this survey does indicate once again
that human behavior is difficult to nodel and predict. The
survey does point out that "groupnan' nenbers and non-"groupman"
menbers do acquire | abor differently, and that this interaction

i s i ndependent of techni que adoption. Generally speaking,
"groupman" farners exchange |abor nore, and work individually and
hire | abor | ess than non-"groupman" farnmers. As indicated in
previous sections, there is an expressed (and apparently

i ncreasi ng) tendency for "groupman" to perform as | abor exchange

groups. In addition, it is informative to recall that the
survey took place two years after the "ranp pay" innovation was
generated, and after the techni que has been wi dely adopted. |If
conducted the year prior, a difference m ght have been found in
the social |inkages between the early and the | ate adopters.

Di scussi on: Lessons Fromthe "Ranp Pay" Case Study

Many factors appear to have positively influenced the adoption
and di ffusion of the "ranp pay" and the "ranp pay"/hedger ow
techniques. In particular, the "ranp pay" and "ranp

pay"/ hedger ow conbi nati ons:

1) conbi ne conponents fanmiliar to peasants ("e.g. ranp pay,"
hedgerows) and are conpatible with other agricultural and social
activities;



2) are sinple and require low and non-financial installnent costs

(The "ranp pay" can also be easily destroyed if farmers decide
agai nst continued use.);

3) provide short-termecononic returns (usually in the sane
season as installnment);

4) are adaptable to farmer specific site conditions, managenent
obj ectives and preferences. This factor facilitates a sense of
farmer "ownership" of the techni que and;

5) can be adopted sequentially, at the farner specific pace of
know edge and deci sion accretion.

The participatory technol ogy devel opnent nethod utilized al so
permtted peasant "authorship" of the structures on their own
land. This "authorship" quality probably positively influenced
adoption and further innovation. |In one sense, these innovations
were a product of "cultural" rather than "financial" capital
Finally, it should be noted that the "ranp pay" on the contour,
and "ranp pay"/hedgerow i nnovati ons were originally designed and
pronoted by the project technical staff. These are clearly not
exanpl es of independent and spontaneous, |ocal peasant

i nnovation. These innovations are cases of know edge and
practice shared in conversation between peasants and technicians.

In sum it appears that social affiliations (via | abor exchange
or "grouprman" nenbership) are facilitating, but not necessary
condi tions for techni que adoption. Though this apparently
indicates that if a technique is sufficiently beneficial to the
i ndi vidual then social affiliations are not necessary for the
technique to diffuse, it should be renmenbered that the survey
took place two years after the innovation was generated. The
rapid adoption rate of the "ranp pay" indicates that though
social affiliations nmay have facilitated generation of the

i nnovation and initial adoption, they are probably no | onger
critical for "ranp pay" diffusion

THE " GROUPMAN KONSEVE TE- A" [note 3] SOCI AL | NNOVATI ON

Traditional Agricultural Labor Exchange Arrangenents

As stated in the previous section on Haitian social organization,
| abor exchange plays a critical role in agricultural production.
Because rainfall often determines the timng of agricultura
tasks, labor is urgently required by all farmers at unpredictable
nonents. Labor is thus sporadically in great demand, of limted
supply, and thus scarce. Access to labor at critical nonents
during the agricultural season can make the difference between
great yields and no yields, abundance or scarcity. For this
reason peasants "strategize", operating in ways to assure that
when the rain suddenly falls and assistance is needed on an



agricultural task, they get help.

Many forns of |abor groups exist and they range fromthe | arge,
festive, religiously affiliated "sosyete" to pairs of friends who
regul arly cooperate on any task requiring nore than two hands.
An internediate arrangenent is the "asosye" or "esquad" | abor
exchange group. A great deal of literature has been witten on
this topic, and the inportance of the traditional "konbit"
festive work party in Haitian society has reached al nost nythic
proportions in Haitian popular history. Labor exchange is
strongly rooted both in the cultural belief system of
transactional relationships with the spiritual world, and the
exchange oriented market system

In the Maissade area, informants claimthat the "konbit", which
was in the past a dom nant neans of acconplishing field
preparation tasks, is rarely used now except by the nore
prosperous peasants. Reasons cited are the increasingly high
cost of the requisite festivities and the uncertain and | ow
quality of labor. Informants also state that "asosye" has al so
been popul ar, but that this arrangenent declined in preval ence
during the oppressive Duvalier regine. The causes of this trend
are reportedly several: local police action caused soci al

di vision, a paucity of trust, and a general reservation towards
group action for fear of nal evol ent accusations of "comunisni or
co-option for "voluntary" participation governnent | abor
activities.

Motivations cited for participating in an exchange | abor group
i nclude both those of utility and social approbation. Peasants
state that working in groups is "encouraging", that the work
seens to be conpleted quickly and that no costs are incurred
(because it is not festive and no food is provided).

SCF and Labor Exchange Groups

As stated in the previous case study, SCF has pronoted peasant
organi zation -- chiefly for community devel opnent objectives

-- in Missade since early 1986. 1In 1989, after substanti al
adoption by individuals of soil conservation techniques on
private agricultural parcels, the project began pronoting peasant
cooperation for the treatnent of erosive ravines which crossed
private property boundaries. |In short, the project encouraged
the formati on of new social groups of farmers who owned or worked
land within small watersheds which were especially degraded.

Thi s approach was in accord with the recomendati ons of Mirray
(1978 and 1990) and others who have called for the establishnent
of hillside | abor gangs for the construction of soil conservation
structures. Cernea (1989) also has called for the testing of
such an approach

Field research conducted by the author in 1990 on the topic of
peasant cooperation for micro-watershed nmanagenent in Mii ssade
generated a nunber of |essons for the project, sonme of them
unexpected. In short, cooperative efforts for the treatnent of
trans-boundary ravi nes operated to a degree surprising to both
peasant and project. A total of 649 checkdans were constructed
by approxi mately 900 person days of volunteer |abor on over 100



di fferent parcels of private | and between April 1989 and August
1990 (White 1992). A fact surprising to project staff was that
42% of regular participants did not own |land in the watersheds
treated. Further investigation concerning the incentives for
participation in the cooperative activity indicated that the
overwhelning majority of these "external" participants were
nmenbers of agriculture | abor exchange groups ("asosye" or
"esquad") with watershed | andowners who parti ci pat ed.

To sunmarize, the project learned that: 1) it was largely
unsuccessful in creating new social groups based on | and
ownership in the same watershed; 2) this did not prevent conplete
wat ershed treatnent and; 3) that pre-existing social arrangenents
("e.g." labor exchange groups) were the principal actors in the
wor k acconpl i shed and the vehicle by which the techni ques were
bei ng di ffused (Wiite 1992).

Research resulted in another interesting observation concerning
the rel ati onshi ps between project peasant organi zation pronotion
and the preval ence and nature of |abor exchange groups. In 1990,
11% of the farmer groups participating in project activities
claimed that they had operated as | abor exchange groups prior to
project activity. The sane survey indicated that 46% of farmer
groups currently operate as |abor exchange groups. This increase
does not necessarily inply that the project caused farnmers to
adopt cooperative behaviors -- in all |ikelihood as |abor
exchange is a comon traditional activity -- the nenbers of the
46% of the groups now exchangi ng | abor had exchanged | abor in the
past. The project then seens to have influenced groups of people
who had not exchanged | abor together to collectively adopt the

| abor exchange practice.

In addition, in an adjacent area nanmed "Bwa Wuj" where the
project has recently initiated |limted peasant organi zati on and
techni cal assistance progranms, peasants who have traditionally
engaged in festive work parties ("konmbit") are now operating in

| abor exchange groups. Informants indicated that though there
were other reasons for shifting fromthe "konbit" to the "asosye"
arrangenment, it was project influence which inadvertently
triggered this change. Neither of the above nentioned project

i mpacts on | abor exchange patterns were known to project staff at
the time of the survey in 1990. Thus in essence, while the
project was pronoting groups for comunity devel opnent purposes,
peasants were also utilizing this new tool ("groupman") to
facilitate | abor acquisition.

As stated above, the period of project inplenentation (January
1986 to the present) corresponded directly with the overthrow of
the repressive Duvalier dictatorship of 30 years and the
subsequent bl ossom ng of cooperative activity of diverse forns

t hroughout the country. This occurrence undoubtedly positively
affected the refornulation and formati on of | abor exchange groups
to sone degree, and is an exanple of the effect of the State
politics on local-level innovation.

The "G oupman Konseve Te-a" |nnovation

In the Larik area of Miissade several groups of mal es began



exchangi ng | abor ostensibly for the construction of soi
conservation structures in March 1990. These self-initiated and
sel f -naned "groupman konseve te-a" operated during the dry season
and installed techniques on their own | and but also on | ands of
non- nenbers who owned | and upstream of their own. In this nmanner
they assured the protection and effectiveness of their investnent
in their ow |ands.

Bot h of the groups interviewed by the author were conposed
chiefly, young, single nales who had previously participated in
traditional |abor exchange groups ("asosye"), though not always
in the same groups. There was sonme overl ap, about 50% of nenbers
al so worked together in "asosye" groups during the agricultura
season. The primary criteria for participation was apparently an
individual's interest in cooperatively installing soil
conservation structures on their lands. A majority of menbers
were al so nenbers of the SCF sponsored "groupnan." One group

i nterviewed had held ei ght work days during two nonths, installed
15 "ranp pay"/hedgerows, 14 ravine checkdans, and worked on seven
di fferent parcels of private |and. Both groups plan to continue
wor ki ng each dry season and are actively encouraging others to
formtheir own soil conservation groups.

Summary Di scussi on

This social innovation, which conbines traditional |abor exchange

arrangenments with a newfound notivation to inplenent soi
conservation techniques is purely a peasant innovation. Project
personnel were surprised to |l earn of the innovation and have

si nce encouraged ot her farnmer groups to consider the sane.

Though peasant initiated, it is realistic to assunme that the
project played sone role in influencing peasants to consider this
particul ar use of a traditional organization.

It should be noted that after the field survey was conpleted, the
aut hor di scovered that an identical social innovation had

occurred the year previous in a nearby region. In that case,
farmers -- who were nmenbers of "Myveman Paysan Papay" (MPP)

proj ect sponsored "groupman" -- began formnmi ng new and i ndependent
groups to do soil conservation tasks. They too exchanged | abor
on each others lands. 1In this instance the groups terned

thensel ves "brigad." The MPP project was al so ignhorant of this

innovation initially, but has since pronoted this type of
organi zation. There are now reportedly 500 such groups operating
in the region (Gerner 1990).

CONCLUSI ONS:  PEASANT | NNOVATI ON AND " DEVELOPMENT" | NTERVENTI ON

Peasant Groups and Soil Conservation |nnovation

I nnovation as "Thrifty" [note 4] and Increnmental Cultural



Evol ution

In the case studies presented, Haitian peasants either adopted
proj ect pronoted innovations, or independently generated

i nnovati ons whi ch conbi ned i ndi genous techni ques or soci al
arrangenments. The innovations were reconbinations of famliar
practices and were only increnentally different fromthe origina
practices. The "ranp pay" technique pronoted differed fromthe

i ndi genous technique in that it was placed in agricultural fields
and was on the contour. The "groupman konseve te-a" differed
fromthe indigenous "asosye" arrangenent in that it nmet during
the dry season to construct soil conservation structures. These
increnmental differences al so apparently pernitted increnenta
adoption and increnental adaptation by peasants with different
producti ve objectives, constraints or tendenci es.

A fundanental characteristic of both innovations was that they
were relatively sinmple, required | ow non-financial investnment
costs which did not threaten donestic thrift, and showed quick
results. Upon exam nation of the soil conservation techni ques
whi ch have diffused spontaneously ("tram ranp pay, kleonaj"),
one determnes that erosion control has only been adopted in
Haiti when it results in thrift, or increased net econonic gain
-- not necessarily because it saves soil. Thus with relatively
| ow i nvestnent, peasants coul d deterni ne whether the innovation
was worth their time or not. This |owinvestnent and quick
return characteristic of the innovations suggest that econonic
efficiency is a mniml, necessary condition for adoption.

Smal | Groups as Loci for Innovation

In both cases, the innovations took place in association with and
were evidently facilitated by the dynam cs of snall groups of

whi ch nost adopters were nmenbers. Apparently these groups of

kin, friends and | abor exchange partners forma nutually
stinulating network of trust, solidarity and confidence which
encour aged and pronoted innovation. The groups are apparently
not only the forumfor "brainstorm ng" and organi zati ona

| earning, but they pernit the sharing of uncertainty over the

out comre of adopting the innovation, be it externally or
internally generated. A study of innovation adoption in Nigeria
al so found that farmer group nenbership was positively correl ated
with adoption. This study even suggested encouragi hg group
menbership as a nmeans of inproving innovation adoption (N oku
nd). |If these hypotheses are true, then it was no coinci dence
that the "groupnan konseve te-a" and "brigad" innovations
occurred independently and that in the appropriate social

condi tions, peasants w |l spontaneously innovate and adapt.

Even the SCF and MPP projects which explicitly support peasant
organi zation did not recognize the social and reciprocal nature
of | abor acquisition, an apparently fundamental peasant
preoccupation. Haitian peasants are nenbers of social networks,
and their decisions are influenced by the trusted groups of which
they are nenbers. Again, in Haiti it is not the person who threw

the stone who killed the snake, it is the person who first saw
the snake who killed it; and no one finger can eat okra. Though
often the cause of substantial consternation anbng peasants
(nearby friends are double edged knives), peasant interdependency



is recogni zed and accepted as a rule. Conversation anong trusted
associ ates regardi ng individual decision is standard.

In addition to the function of generating the innovation,
participation in small groups, either |abor exchange or
"groupman" apparently facilitate (but is not necessary) for

techni que adoption. Continuing fromthe previous section, if the
innovation is sufficiently and obviously econom cally benefici al
then individuals are likely to adopt it regardl ess of social
affiliation. As many agricultural devel opnent innovations are
not obvi ously econonically beneficial, then the role of group
dynam cs -- to test, adapt, and share the risk of an innovation
-- becomes apparent.

Conventional soil conservation approaches enbodi ed the western
cultural bias to the individual. In USAID s first mmjor report
on the human resources of Haiti witten in 1962, the author
concluded that "the peasant is receptive to innovations and,
except under extrene duress, is incapable of group action to
defend his interests" (Schaedel 1962:iii). This concl usion
inmplicitly encourages approaches which understand the Haitian
farmer as an individual, and nore explicitly, as an individual
deci si on maker. Judging from history, past soil conservation
experience and fromthe case studies presented in this report,
the conclusion that Haitians are "incapable of group action to
defend his interests" is apparently not only untrue, but refutes
the positive role group action can have on innovation adoption
and cul tural change.

Ef f ecti veness of Shared Know edge and Conversati on Approaches

One of the key elenents illustrated by the case studies was the
benefit of shared know edge between peasant and scientist. Both
sets of know edge and perspective have limtations, and reliance
upon one set of know edge or the other would not suffice in
solving rural Haiti's nmassive and conpl ex set of probl ens.

Anot her key el enent suggested by the case studies was the
usef ul ness of technol ogy devel opnent and diffusi on approaches
based on project-peasant conversation rather than manipul ative
persuasi on. Both of these el enments represent substantial
departures from conventional soil conservation approaches which
| argely assunmed Western notions of "innovation diffusion as

mar keting", and Western defined "rationality". Wstern or
western trained technicians |argely pronoted western techniques
whi I e ignoring indi genous know edge, techni ques and soci al
affiliations.

In the author's opinion, Haiti is not short of the resource

scarcity which is often considered "the nother of invention", its
very history is one of cultural innovation; and peasants also do
not seem short of new ideas, of a willingness to try new things,

or of the social organizations which facilitate innovation. What
does seemlacking is a political and econonic environnent
conduci ve to peasant innovation and the w despread use of project
approaches whi ch pronote innovation

Rol e of Devel opnent |ntervention



Key questions for project devel opment agents are: "How should we
i ntervene; how do we recogni ze prom sing | ocal know edge and
practice; how do we discern what of our know edge is appropriate
to rural Haiti; and how do we converse with the peasantry?"

Devel opnent agents should begin with the recognition that |and
use patterns (and soil conservation innovation in particular) are
products of a synergistic mx of econom c incentive, cultural
heritage and social organization. Agents should also begin with
the prenmises that: for soil conservation to be adopted and
sustained it nust be an extension and incremental transformation
of existing cultural and technical behaviors; this transfornation
can be stinulated but not forced by external agents; the exact
character of the techni que nust be authored by local inhabitants
in order to mesh with existing cultural and technical standards;
and, this extension can be achi eved by dial ogue with existing

| andhol ders.

A smal |l but growi ng group of devel opnent practitioners provide
sonme food for thought. Noting the wealth of indigenous
agricultural and forestry know edge, and the |egacy of farner

i nnovati on and adaptive strategies: their orientation is not to
transfer or market technol ogies fromresearch stations and
western technicians but to "enpower farmers to | earn, adapt and
do better; analysis is not by outsiders... but by farners and
farmers assisted by outsiders;... what is transferred by
outsiders to farners is not precepts but principles, not nessages
but nethods, not a package of practices to be adopted but a
basket of choices fromwhich to select." (Chanbers 1989: 182).
Thus, in response to the question of howto intervene, this group
of practitioners would respond; "Ask and assist the farmers".

To concl ude, the followi ng specific recommendati ons shoul d be
consi dered by individuals concerned with soil conservation and
sustai ned rural developnent in Haiti: 1) use group-based
extension strategies; 2) use extension strategies in which
peasant and technician know edge is "shared" in conversation
(rather than persuasion) for the identification, design and
testing of new practices; 3) pronote practices which comnbine
el enents famliar to peasants, are sinple, of nininal
uncertainty, show short-termreturns, and can be sequentially
adopted; and 4) explicitly aimat reinforcing |ocal innovative
capacity.

APPENDI X

Table 1. Description of group nmenbership and techni que adoption

Cat egory Vari abl e
Total no. of "groupman" (gp). 114
Total no. of gp nenbers (gpm. 1046

No. of gpm who are not potential adopters ("i.e." aged or
school chi | dren). 285



No. of gpm who have adopted techni ques.
No. adopters who are not gpm
Total no. of adopters.
No. of gp founded upon pre-existing | abor exchange groups.
No. of gp which currently operate as |abor exchange groups.
No. of gp which inplenent techni ques as a group
No. of gpm of | abor exchange gp who have adopted techni ques.
Manner in which gpminplenent techniques (reported as % of
n = 85 farners):
i ndividually ("pou kont yo").
cooperatively, in a | abor exchange gp ("asosye").
share |l abor with one other farnmer ("boukante maten").
Reasons gi ven by non-adopting gpm for not adopting techniques
(%of n = 71):
| do not have tinme to inplenent the techniques.
| do not own | and.
| do not have |l and appropriate for the techni ques pronoted.
| hire labor for all agricultural tasks.

| do know how to inpl ement the techniques.

Anot her reason not |isted above.

Not es:

571

184

755

13

53

27

261

32

49

19

39

21

17

10

10

1. The techniques referred to in this table are soil conservation

t echni ques which can be inplenmented by a single individual.

2. Figures presented for the "Manner in which gpmi npl enent

techni ques" and the "Reasons non-adopting gpm for not adopting

techni ques" categories are results of a stratified random sanpl e

of at least 10 farners from each category in each of seven

conparabl e zones. The null hypothesis that proportions were the

same for each response in each category was tested with the X

squared statistic. This hypothesis was not accepted at the .05

significance level for either category.

3. Data collected in Miissade, Haiti, Septenber, 1990.

Table 2. Association between group nenbership, |abor acquisition

and t echni que adopti on

Cat egory Labor Acquisition Type (%
i ndi vi dual group pai r hire n



Adopti ng gpm 25 43 18 13 83

Non- adopti ng gpm 23 34 38 6 86
Adopt i ng non-gpm 32 18 31 17 70
Non- adopti ng non-gpm 38 14 26 22 85
Not es:

1. The techniques referred to in this table are soil conservation
techni ques which can be inplenmented by single individuals.

2. Figures presented are results of a stratified random sanpl e of
at least 10 farnmers from each category in seven conparabl e zones.

3. Labor acquisition type refers to the predoni nant manner in
which farners in each category acquire | abor for najor
agricultural tasks (tilling, planting, weeding, harvesting of
cereal crops).

4. Labor acquisition types are explained as foll ows:

i ndividual: the farner works individually ("pou kont yo");
group: the farnmer works as a nenber of a | abor exchange group
("asosye"); pair: the farner works with one other farnmer
("boukante maten"); and hire: the farmer hires day | abor
("bay djob").

5. Statistical analysis: The X squared statistic was used to
conpare type proportions between categori es.

Test 1 The null hypothesis that true type proportions are the
same for all category popul ations was rejected (X squared =
34.84; p = < 0.0001; df =09).

Test 2 The null hypothesis that true type proportions are the
same for gpm adopting and gpm non-adopting category popul ati ons
was rejected (X squared = 9.97; p = 0.019; df = 3).

Test 3 The null hypothesis that true type proportions are the
sanme for non-gpm non-adopting, and non-gpm adopti ng was accepted
(X squared = 1.66; p = 0.647; df = 3).

Test 4 The null hypothesis that true type proportions are the
same for gpm adopting, and non-gpm adopti ng was rejected (X
squared = 11.23; p = 0.011; df = 3).

Test 5 The null hypothesis that true type proportions are the
same for gpm non-adopting, and non-gpm non-adopting was rejected
(X squared = 19.53; p = < 0.0001; df = 3).

6. Statistical analysis: A 3-way table was established and
| og-linear analysis used to test for interaction between
techni que adoption, group nenbership, and | abor acqusition type.

Ni ne nodel s were tested, and the nodel with group and | abor
i nteraction i ndependent of adoption provided the best fit as the
p val ue was hi ghest and the AIC | owest of all nodels.

Model p- val ue df X Al C
Labor Group Adoption . 0001 10 36. 32 32. 32

Adopti on G oup*Labor . 1256 7 11. 49 13. 49



Labor G oup*Adoption <. 001 9 35.81 33.81

Group Labor*Adopti on <. 001 7 32.72 34.72
Labor * Adopti on Adopti on*G oup <. 001 6 32.22 36. 22
Adopt i on*Labor Labor*G oup . 0988 4 7.89 15. 89
Adopt i on*Group G oup*Labor . 0954 6 10. 98 14. 98
Labor* G oup Labor*Adopti on G oup* Adopti on

. 0545 3 7.70 17.70
Labor * Gr oup* Adopt i on 1. 000 0 0. 00 16. 00

As a test, single termpartialization was used to test the
significance of the separate u-terms. The u(adoption,|abor) and
the u(adoption, group) terms were not significant at the .05

| evel, and thus the nodel of choice is the [adoption | abor*group]
nodel. The u-terns for the | abor type, group interaction from
the [adoption |abor*group] nodel are as foll ows:

| abor type group nenber non- menber
i ndi vi dual -. 15516931 . 15516931
group . 46946687  -.46946704
pai r . 02469033  -.02469033
hire -. 33898789 . 33898818

7. Data collected in Miissade, Haiti, Septenber, 1990.

NOTES

1. Land security should not be confused with I and tenure.
Various |land tenure arrangenents exist in Haiti, and the degree
to which a farnmer is assured control over the benefit of the soi
conservation techni que, not necessarily tenure, directly affects
adopti on.

2. This theory corresponds to and is consistent with a three

di mensi onal nodel for analyzing soil conservation independently
generated by G Mirray in Cctober of 1991 (Murray 1991). He
proposes that soil conservation be anal yzed as a behavi or
evolving within three interlinked conponents: 1) technoeconomc

2) organi zational; and 3) ideational. He also proposes that the
t echnoecononi ¢ conponent has greater strength than the others and
usual Iy drives behavi oral evol ution.

3. Literally translated, this nmeans "soil conservation group."

4. The term"thrifty" is used synonynously with "econom cally
efficient.”
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